It is half a century since Nils A. Dahl wrote his important essay 'Die Messianität Jesu bei Paulus', in which he determines that χριστός in Paul is effectively a proper name, not a title, on the basis of four negative philological observations: it is never a general term; it is never a predicate of the verb 'to be'; it never takes a genitive modifier; and it characteristically lacks the definite article. The purpose of this article is to reconsider what each of these observations entails about the messiahship of Jesus. My thesis is that, while all four observations are significant for understanding Paul's thought, they do not constitute proper criteria for assessing the role of the messiahship of Jesus therein.
predicate of the verb 'to be', that it never takes a genitive modifier, and that it characteristically lacks the definite article.
 Since Dahl's essay, many subsequent interpreters have taken his observations as axiomatic in the discussion;  and most have concluded that, insofar as χριστός in Paul is effectively not a title but a proper name, there is little or no messiahship of Jesus to speak of. The purpose of this article is to reconsider each of Dahl's four observations to decide what exactly each one entails about the messiahship of Jesus. My thesis is that, while all four observations are significant for understanding Paul's thought, they do not constitute proper criteria for assessing the role of the messiahship of Jesus therein. That question is independent of these idiosyncrasies of Pauline grammar.
. Appellative
Dahl's first philological observation is that for Paul 'Christos is never a general term but always a designation for the one Christ, Jesus'.
 By 'general term', Dahl means what is traditionally called an appellative, that is, a noun that refers to a class, not to an individual only.  Dahl cites by way of contrast Acts ., where Paul reasons from the scriptures with the Thessalonian Jews that τὸν χριστὸν ἔδει παθεῖν καὶ ἀναστῆναι ἐκ νεκρῶν, 'it was necessary for the Christ to suffer and to be raised from the dead', and in addition that οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ χριστὸς Ἰησοῦς ὃν ἐγὼ καταγγέλλω ὑμῖν, 'this Jesus whom I announce Leavitt, ) -: 'Nouns may be divided into several classes. Some designate beings by the idea of their individual nature, that is to say, in such a manner that this designation is applicable only to a single thing, to a single individual [citing as examples "Paris," "Rome," "Alexander," and "Vespasian"]… These nouns are called proper nouns. Other nouns designate beings by the idea of a nature common to all the individuals of a species [citing as examples "man", "horse", and "cat"]… These nouns, applicable to all the individuals of a species, are called appellative nouns '. to you is the Christ'.
 Here χριστός is a genuine appellative, a noun referring not to an individual but to a class. Paul argues from scripture that the Christ, whoever he may be, would have to suffer and be raised; then, in addition, that Jesus of Nazareth is a member (the only member, in this case) of the class 'Christ'.  For
Dahl, use of χριστός as an appellative is taken to be evidence of a messianic sense. If, on the other hand, χριστός refers only to Jesus, not to a class of which he may or may not be a member, then the word is taken to be nonconnotative. It is actually not the case, however, that all titular forms are appellatives. In other words, a noun can refer to a single individual only and nevertheless carry the force of a title. Up to and through his lifetime, 'Augustus' applied to no one but Octavian, but it is no less connotative a word for this having been the case. Likewise, 'Bar Kokhba' ('son of the star') only ever applied to Simeon ben Kosiba, but its honorific force is undisputed. So in the case of χριστός in Paul, its not being an appellative does not entail that it has somehow lost its conventional sense.
Moreover, there are exigencies of Paul's own context that are pertinent to his use of χριστός, quite apart from whether the word has a messianic sense for him.
The Gospels reflect a milieu in which there is knowledge of a category 'messiah' that Jesus may or may not fit. In the Pauline letters, however, the nearest analogy is the predication κύριος Ἰησοῦς, ' 

What reason is there, though, for thinking that statements of the form 'Jesus is the Christ' are the only, or even the best, evidence of a concern for messiahship on the part of an ancient author? In other words, why should that particular syntactical construction, rather than any other, be regarded as the criterion par excellence for messiah christology? As far as I have been able to tell, this assumption goes almost entirely unexamined in the secondary literature.
 It may be that it derives from a deep-seated and unconscious inheritance from the centurieslong The formulaic 'Christ of God', while it is not a fixed feature of Jewish messiah texts generally, does happen to be characteristic of Luke-Acts, and this may explain why interpreters expect to find it in Paul's letters and judge Paul to be non-messianic for not using it.
 It is well established that Luke's use of χριστός is closely modeled on the 'Lord's anointed' of - Samuel and the Psalter.  For example, in a uniquely Lukan scene in the infancy narrative, Simeon the prophet is told that he will not see death before he sees τὸν χριστὸν κυρίου, 'the Lord's Christ' (Luke .).
 In the Acts of the Apostles, when Peter and John are released from their arrest, the believers pray the words of Ps .-: the rulers gather together κατὰ τοῦ κυρίου καὶ κατὰ τοῦ χριστοῦ αὐτοῦ, 'against the Lord and against his Christ' (Acts .).
 There is no question that this usage is evidence of a messiah christology, but it is only one of the possible kinds of such evidence. In fact, 'Christ of God' language turns out to be something of a Lukan idiosyncrasy, albeit one with an estimable biblical pedigree; it is not a fixed feature of ancient Jewish messiah language generally. That Paul for the most part does not use it only means that his usage is nonLukan in this respect, not that it is non-messianic.
Second, the absence of genitive qualifiers for χριστός in Paul should not be overstated. The fact that he does not use the phrase χριστὸς κυρίου is to be expected, since for Paul the title κύριος applies, for the most part, not to God  Similarly, in Luke Peter confesses Jesus to be τὸν χριστὸν τοῦ θεοῦ, 'the Christ of God' (Luke .); cf. the parallels at Mark . and Matt ., which lack the 'Christ of God' formula. Also, in Luke the rulers mock Jesus on the cross saying, 'Let him save himself, if he is ὁ χριστὸς τοῦ θεοῦ ὁ ἐκλεκτός, the Christ of God, the chosen one' (Luke .); cf. the parallels at Mark . and Matt ., which again lack the 'Christ of God' formula.  The text of the citation in Acts .- is identical to the text of Ps .- LXX (A. Rahlfs, Psalmi cum Odis [Septuaginta ; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, ]): ἵνα τί ἐφρύαξαν ἔθνη/ καὶ λαοὶ ἐμελέτησαν κενά/ παρέστησαν οἱ βασιλεῖς τῆς γῆς/ καὶ οἱ ἄρχοντες συνήχθησαν ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ/ κατὰ τοῦ κυρίου καὶ κατὰ τοῦ χριστοῦ αὐτοῦ. Cf. also Peter's first speech in Jerusalem, which uses χριστός with the genitive personal pronoun for God: τὸν χριστὸν αὐτοῦ, 'his Christ' (Acts .). but to Jesus.
 As for χριστὸς θεοῦ, while its general absence from Pauline usage is noteworthy, there is an interesting exception at  Cor .-χριστὸς δὲ θεοῦ, 'Christ is God's'-albeit a predicate, not attributive, relation. Here, against certain Corinthian believers whom he censures for boasting in human beings (.), Paul counters, 'All things are yours, and you are Christ's, and Christ is God's' (.-). In this passage we find not only the elusive χριστὸς θεοῦ in Paul, but also the parallel phrase ὑμεῖς χριστοῦ, evidence that the notion of 'the people of the messiah' is not entirely absent from Paul.
 Also relevant here is the appositional phrase at  Cor .: Χριστὸν θεοῦ δύναμιν καὶ θεοῦ σοφίαν, 'Christ, the power of God and the wisdom of God', where again Christ is 'of God', but this time with intervening abstract nouns of apposition.

It is true that, these exceptions aside, Paul does not relate Christ and God with this particular genitive formula, but it is necessary to note the other syntactical ways in which he does relate them.  Understandably, discussion of this passage has tended to focus on the appositives δύναμιν and σοφίαν rather than on the genitive θεοῦ, especially as they pertain to questions of 'wisdom christology'. Among the secondary literature, see the early treatment of W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism: Some Rabbinic Elements in Pauline Theology (London: SPCK, ) -, under the heading 'the old and the new Torah: Christ the wisdom of God'.  Genitive constructions aside, also relevant are those places in which God and Christ appear as a pair, especially in the grace wish χάρις ὑμῖν καὶ εἰρήνη ἀπὸ θεοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν καὶ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, 'grace and peace to you from God our father and the lord Jesus Christ' (Rom .;  Cor .;  Cor .; Gal .; Phil .; Phlm ; cf. Eph .;  Thess .). A similar pairing of Christ and God is evident at  Cor ., where Paul confesses εἷς θεὸς ὁ πατὴρ…καὶ εἷς κύριος Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, 'one God the father…and one lord Jesus Christ'; likewise Gal ., where Paul's apostleship comes through Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ καὶ θεοῦ πατρὸς τοῦ ἐγείραντος αὐτὸν ἐκ νεκρῶν, 'Jesus Christ and God the father who raised him from the dead'; and also  Thess ., the address to τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ Θεσσαλονικέων ἐν θεῷ πατρὶ καὶ κυρίῳ Ἰησοῦ Χριστῷ, 'the church of the Thessalonians that is in God the father and the lord Jesus Christ'. In all these cases, Christ is Christ in near relation to God, even if he is not 'the Christ of God'. Also relevant is 'son of God' language in Paul, which is too complicated an issue to be adequately treated here (but see Wright, Climax, -; idem, Paul: In Fresh Perspective [Minneapolis: Fortress, ] ).
χριστοῦ, not 'the Christ of God' but 'the God of Christ'.
 So also, in the difficult passage about the covering of Corinthian female heads, Paul writes, κεφαλὴ δὲ τοῦ Χριστοῦ ὁ θεός, 'God is the head of Christ' ( Cor .), the grammatical converse of 'Christ the power of God and wisdom of God' in  Cor ..
 Otherwise, Paul actually uses θεός with a genitive modifier very rarely. When he does so, it is customarily in a benediction formula (e.g., 'the God of peace be with you') where the genitive is an abstract noun for a virtue that characterizes God.

In sum, the fact that χριστός in Paul does not take the formulaic genitive modifiers κυρίου and θεοῦ counts neither for nor against its bearing its conventional sense. Use of the idiom χριστὸς κυρίου, of which Luke-Acts is a standout example, is evidence of a particular sort of messianism, namely one that borrows heavily from the royal ideology of Samuel-Kings and the edited Greek Psalter. But as twentieth-century research into Jewish messiah texts has made abundantly clear, there is more than one way to use biblical messiah language.
 To rule against Paul's χριστός having a definite sense because it is not followed by κυρίου or θεοῦ is to confuse Pauline usage with its Lukan counterpart.
. The Definite Article
Dahl's fourth philological observation is that 'the form Iēsous ho Christos is not to be found in the earliest text of the epistles'.
 That is, the anarthrous name concludes that 'the title…has been elided into a proper name, usually with hardly an echo of the titular significance'.  The absence of the definite article implies the absence of titular significance for the word. On the other hand, those interpreters who argue in favor of a titular sense of χριστός in Paul often appeal to the instances where the apostle does use the definite article. Some such interpreters grant that the anarthrous forms have no titular force but insist that the relatively fewer articular forms do have such force. So Hans Conzelmann: 'Jesus trägt weiter den Messiastitel. "Christus" hat da titularen Sinn, wo der bestimmte Artikel steht'.  Other interpreters extrapolate from the articular forms to argue that the anarthrous forms, too, retain their titular force.

The appeal to the definite article in this matter is actually a commonplace in research into ancient texts about messiah figures generally.
 As for ancient Greek, it is true that, as a rule, it does not employ the definite article with personal names. Smyth summarizes, 'Names of persons and places are individual and therefore omit the article unless previously mentioned or specially marked as well known'.  While Greek names are generally anarthrous, though, not all anarthrous nouns are names. In particular, it is well known that some appellatives, especially titles, are characteristically anarthrous, too. Smyth comments,  Dunn, 'How Controversial?' -. My count differs slightly from Dunn's: Of the  instances of χριστός in the undisputed Pauline letters, I count  (or %) that lack the definite article, and  (or %) that have it.  Conzelmann, 'Was glaubte die frühe Christenheit?' .  So Wright, Climax, esp. . But more recently he has cautioned, 'The use of the definite article, in relation to Christos, though important, doesn't get us very far, because Greek uses the article in subtly different ways to English. We must beware of easy but false assumptions at this point' (Wright, Paul: In Fresh Perspective, ).  For example, J. H. Charlesworth comments, 'We are usually uncertain that a noun is a title, since the original languages of the documents-notably Hebrew, Aramaic, Syriac, and Greek-did not clarify when a term should be capitalized in English and in our conceptions, and no morphological or grammatical clue helps us to separate non-titular from titular usages. Some of the pseudepigrapha are preserved solely or primarily in Syriac, which has no clear means to denote the definite article' ('The Concept of the Messiah in the Pseudepigrapha', ANRW ..:-, here ). In modern English usage, capitalization and the definite article are widely recognized signals that a noun is being used as a title. Capitalization, though, was not for the most part a feature of any of the ancient languages in question, and the definite article in this period is notoriously difficult to handle across languages. Greek has a completely inflected article, Hebrew an uninflected one. Aramaic lacks the definite article but has an emphatic or determined state that exercises the same function. Latin and Syriac lack the article altogether, but exigencies of translation sometimes resulted in the appropriation of other features of those languages to compensate (on the Greek definite article in Syriac translation, see T. Nöldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar [Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, ] §).
 Smyth §. If it be objected that χριστός is exceptional because cultic, it is also the case that 'names of deities omit the article, except when emphatic … or when definite cults are referred to' (Smyth §).
'Several appellatives, treated like proper names, may omit the article'.  The same pattern holds in early Christian Greek, as well.  Paul's own practice corresponds to this general flexibility in the language. He customarily uses anarthrous forms of personal names (as, for example, in all the greetings in Romans ), but not always so;
 and he frequently uses the title χριστός without the article in a manner analogous to a personal name. In all this he is well within standard convention for the use of the definite article.
Dahl emphasizes that the exact form Ἰησοῦς ὁ χριστός, 'Jesus the Christ' (that is, anarthrous Ἰησοῦς with articular χριστός), does not occur anywhere in the earliest text of the Pauline letters.
 Not much should be made of this fact, however. In fact, that form does not occur anywhere at all in the Greek NT, according to the text of NA. In many instances, furthermore, the presence or absence of the definite article with χριστός in Paul is simply pro forma and contributes nothing to the question whether the word signifies, as both Dahl and Werner Kramer have shown.

Especially, the use of the genitive forms χριστοῦ and τοῦ χριστοῦ depends on whether the governing noun has the article or not; the genitive will match its governing noun in this respect.  Nominative, dative, and accusative forms of χριστός usually lack the article in Pauline usage.
 Some of the articular instances are simply anaphoric, referring to a preceding instance of the same word. When the presence or absence of the article is determined by formal factors like these, it cannot reasonably be taken as evidence for any particular theory as to whether or what the word signifies.

In short, the presence or absence of the article is not determinative of the class of noun being used.
 Both names and appellatives may take the article or not.
Especially, there is a significant group of appellatives that follow the same rules for articles that names do. χριστός at all, they are usually among these seven texts.
 As Kramer, Christ, Lord, Son of God, , concedes: 'As time went on Christ came to be regarded increasingly as a proper name, yet in spite of this the article was still used with it here and there. This was possible because the pattern had already been formed, but equally because it was quite possible to use the article with the proper name'.  W. Grundmann, 'χριστός', TDNT .; also Hengel, '"Christos" in Paul', : 'There is no demonstrable connection in principle between the use of the article and a rudimentary significance as a title'.
The many anarthrous instances of χριστός in Paul are not evidence that for him the word is merely a name, and neither are the articular instances evidence that it is a title.
. Conclusion
Dahl himself is cautious in the conclusions he draws from these four philological observations: 'If one understands "Christ" only to be a surname of Jesus, all the statements of the epistles make good sense. This does not exclude the possibility that the name "Christ" bears a fullness of meaning. However, the messiahship of Jesus is not stressed'. This development is not a salutary one, however. As we have seen, none of these observations excludes the possibility of the messiahship of Jesus in Paul's thought, as some have taken them to do. They are not adequate criteria for assessing that question. The facts that χριστός is not an appellative, that it is not a predicate of a copulative sentence of which Ἰησοῦς is the subject, that it is not modified by the genitive κυρίου or θεοῦ, and that it is often anarthrous are no evidence that it does not connote messiahship. Interestingly, some of the proposed philological criteria for identifying messiahship in Paul turn out to be just characteristically Lukan phrases, not criteria derived from any other larger set of messiah texts. the word as meaning 'messiah'. This is true enough. That it is not necessary, however, does not mean that it is not possible or probable.  Dahl's point raises the further question why Paul bothered using that word at all. Or, to paraphrase John Collins, if his  uses of the Greek word for 'messiah' are not evidence that Paul means 'messiah', then what would we accept as evidence?  Semantics (the meanings of words) are never independent of syntax (the arrangement of words in sentences), but at the same time, syntax does not render semantics empty. In all but the most exceptional cases, syntax molds and specifies semantics, it does not undo them. In the end we are left with the question why Paul used this particular word so predominantly. That question can only finally be answered by means of attentive reading.

This is the case because linguistic communication actually takes place not at the level of letters and words but at the level of sentences and paragraphs. James Barr's reminder about theological language applies equally well to language generally: 'The linguistic bearer of the theological statement is usually the sentence and the still larger literary complex and not the word or the morphological and syntactical mechanisms'.  The question of meaning, then, 'has to be settled at the sentence level, that is, by the things the writers say, and not by the words they say them with'.  This procedural rule, however, is too little followed in the secondary literature on χριστός in Paul. More than a few studies proceed by raising the question, citing Dahl on a few philological points, and concluding that χριστός in Paul is a proper name with no signification. Such an approach is clearly unsatisfactory. Which particular strategies of contextual interpretation stand to shed the most light on the problem is a question for another article, but an example will serve to illustrate the point. Because the word in question is a Septuagintal coinage, and because Paul's letters are so dense with citations of and allusions to the Septuagint, some of the most directly relevant contextual clues are likely to be particular scriptural passages that Paul cites in close proximity to given instances of the word χριστός. 
